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1The repression-sensitization (R-S) dimension (Byrne, 
1964) assumes that individuals may be placed along a 
continuum according to their characteristic responses to 
threatening stimuli. At the repression pole are individuals 
whose responses purportedly include repression, suppression, 
and denial (avoiding behaviors), while at the sensitizing 
pole are persons whose responses allegedly include intei 
lectualization, rationalization, and obsessive-compulsive 
ideation (approach behaviors).
Originally, Byrne (1964) hypothesized a curvilinear 
relationship between the R-S dimension and maladjustment, 
suggesting that the use of extreme defensive behaviors, 
whether of an approaching or an avoiding nature, would lead 
to predominantly maladaptive behaviors. However, several 
investigations have demonstrated a strong linear relat­
ionship between tendency toward sensitization and mal­
adjustment. This linear trend makes sense in light of the 
high positive correlation between the R-S scale and 
scales measuring anxiety. Gleser and Ihilevich (1969) 
reported correlations of .96 and .97 between the R-S 
scale and the Welsh (1956) Anxiety (A) Scale, and Golin, 
Herron, Lakota, and Reineck (1967) and Sullivan and 
Roberts (1969) found correlations of .87 and .91, re-
2spectively, between the R-S scale and the Taylor (1953) 
Manifest Anxiety (MA) Scale. Millimet (1970, 1972) reported 
several correlations between the Manifest Anxiety-Defensive- 
ness (MAD) Scale and the A (.95 and .96) and MA (.92 and 
.92) scales. Thus, it appears that individuals who score 
low on the R-S dimension (repressors) may be characterized 
as tending toward psychological and social adjustment, 
while those who score high (sensitizers) may be described 
as tending towards maladjustment and the expression of 
inappropriate behaviors. Corroborating evidence for this 
claim is available. Millimet & Gardner (1972), for example, 
demonstrated strong support for the notion that persons 
with low trait anxiety possess high self-esteem and per­
sons with high trait anxiety possess low self-esteem.
The purpose of this paper was to investigate the fol­
lowing questions: Given the nature of the childTs repression-
sensitization score, what are the R-S scores of the parents, 
and what is the atmosphere of the home (e.g., restrictive 
and punitive vs. positive and rewarding) as reflected in 
the childTs perceptions of the family, in the parentsT 
attitudes toward childrearing, and in the techniques used 
by them?
Review of the Literature
Dulaney (1957) experimentally "taught" patterns of 
repression and sensitization. Using geometrical figures 
as stimuli, perceptual repression was induced by punish­
ing subjects1 responses to a threatening stimulus.
Perceptual sensitization was conditioned by punishing 
competing responses while allowing perceptual responses 
to the threatening stimulus to occur, thereby receiving 
reinforcement. Generalizing from DulaneyTs findings,
Byrne (1964) hypothesized that in childhood, repressors 
experienced restrictive environments in which attempts 
to express conflict-ridden impulses were punished, while 
sensitizers experienced permissiveness and acceptance in 
expressing such impulses. Byrne carried out three inves­
tigations to test the parental antecedents of repression- 
sensitization. In all three investigations, introductory 
psychology students at the University of Texas served as 
subjects. In the first study, studentsT R-S scores were 
correlated with responses of mothers on the Parent Attitude 
Research Instrument (PARI, Schaefer 6c Bell, 1958). No 
significant correlation was found between any of the three 
PARI factors (controlling-authoritarian, hostility-rejection, 
and democratic-equalitarian) and the R-S dimension. Byrne
4concluded that the ’’paucity of relations between maternal 
attitudes and repression-sensitization led to the decision 
to investigate the correlations between the subjectsT R-S 
responses and their own attitudes about childrearingTT (p. 
1036). In the second investigation, therefore, the sub­
jects1 R-S scale scores were correlated with their own 
responses on the Hereford Parent Attitude Survey (Hereford, 
1963). The ten correlations yielded only one significant 
relation: For females, R-S scores were negatively cor­
related (r.— -.39, pc.05) with confidence in parental 
role. Finally, a third approach was undertaken in which 
subjects1 perceptions of their mothers1 responses to the 
Stanford Parent Attitude Questionnaire (Winder & Rau, 1962) 
were studied. Of the 54 possible relations, only seven were 
significant at the .05 level or better.
While none of the studies conducted by Byrne rendered 
conclusive results, Byrne maintained that, when all of 
the findings are examined together, contrary to the hy­
pothesis ,
11 re pressors appear to have experienced a home 
atmosphere characterized by permissiveness, 
acceptance, and confidence in which the mother 
was consistent and high in self-esteem and in 
which parents had a positive affective rela­
tionship with one another. The home of the 
sensitizers, on the contrary, was restrictive 
and rejecting, the offspring lack confidence
5in taking on the role of parent, the mother 
was inconsistent and low in self-esteem, and 
the parents had a negative affective relation­
ship with one another” (p. 1037).
While the general conclusions of Byrne’s studies 
may or may not be warranted, several criticisms may be 
levelled against the methodology utilized. First, it 
seems questionable that college students may be considered 
representative of repression-sensitization in children.
Secondly, while subjects’ responses on parental 
attitude surveys may give valuable information regarding 
their roles as parents later in life, there may be little 
connection between such responses and the parental ante­
cedents of repression.-sensitization in these subjects.
Thirdly, while it may be important to examine sub­
jects’ perceptions of their mothers’ attitudes toward
i
childrearing, it is doubtful how reliable such responses 
are when college students are asked to respond as ’’your 
mother would have done when you were in the sixth grade,” 
as at least six years had passed since the subjects were 
in the sixth grade.
Fourthly, while mothers’ attitudes toward childrearing 
were studied by Byrne, there was no investigation of actual 
childrearing techniques used by parents.
Also, fathers were not included in any of the three
6studies undertaken by Byrne. This is a particularly im­
portant criticism, in light of results obtained by 
Davidson, Sarason, Lighthall, Waite & Sarnoff (1958). 
Davidson et al. found that fathers of low anxious children 
rated their children significantly more favorable than 
fathers of the high anxious children, thus making an 
accurate differentiation. However, ratings by mothers 
did not differentiate between the low anxious and high 
anxious children. This finding was corroborated by 
Davidson (1959), and the conclusion drawn that develop­
mental studies which rely on the ratings of the mother 
(and this characterizes almost all such studies), "may 
in overlooking the father be robbing themselves of important 
data" (pp. 159-160).
Another apparent oversight in ByrneTs studies was the 
lack of information concerning parents1 characteristic 
responses to stressful or threatening stimuli, i.e., 
parents’ measured levels of repression-sensitization.
Adams and Sarason (1963) studied the relation between 
anxiety in children and their parents and concluded that 
there is no simple relation between scores of parents and 
children on anxiety scales. Rather, "there is a consistent 
relation for girls and their mothers, some support for boys
7and their mothers, slight support for boys and their fathers, 
and no support for girls and their fathers” (p. 242). The 
authors concluded that although the findings did not demon­
strate a causal relation, they agree with the view that 
anxiety responses may be acquired in the home and that the 
mother, in comparison with the father, plays a more influ­
ential role in relation to children, particularly in the 
case of daughters.
Finally, there was no objective assessment of parent- 
child interaction in the Byrne studies -- self-report tech­
niques alone were used.
The present study was designed to investigate the 
relationship between childrenTs repression-sensitization, 
childrearing techniques used in the home, and parents1 
repression-sensitization. Furthermore, this study was 
designed to overcome the limitations of the Byrne studies 
in the following ways: Measures of childhood repression-
sensitization were taken using eighth grade students 
rather than college freshmen; parents and their children 
provided information regarding actual childrearing tech­
niques used in the family, as well as attitudes related 
to this area; children, mothers, and fathers were measured 
on the repression-sensitization dimension; mothers and
8fathers responded to questionnaires regarding childrearing 
attitudes and techniques; and an objective measure of 
parent-child interaction was included.
It was hypothesized that sensitization in the child is 
positively correlated with sensitization in the parents 
(particularly the mother), lack of consistency' in child- 
rearing, and restrictive, punitive measures in the home 
which discourage responsibility and independence in the 
child. Repression in the child, on the other hand, was 
hypothesized to be positively correlated with repression 
in the parents, consistency between parents in raising 
children, and positive, rewarding techniques in the home 
which encourage responsibility and independence in the 
child.
Method
Sub iects
The parents of 320 eighth grade children from Arbor 
Heights School were sent a letter generally describing the 
nature of the research investigation, requesting permission 
for their children to be tested in school, and asking for 
their cooperation with the project should they be contacted 
in the future (see Appendix A). Since the initial response
9rate was less than optimal, a second letter was sent to 
all parents who either had not responded or had responded 
negatively to the first letter (see Appendix B).
A total response of 77.57, (248/320) was obtained from 
the parents, with 77.87, (193/248) of those responding in­
dicating that their children would participate in the study. 
This response rate indicated that 60.317o (193/320) of the 
maximum possible response was favorable.
One hundred seventy-one students whose parents granted 
permission for testing were administered the Manifest 
Anxiety-Defensiveness (MAD) Scale (Millimet, 1970). The 
MAD scale is known to be highly correlated with the Byrne 
R-S Scale (r = .97 for males; r =■ .94 for females; Milli­
met 6c Cohen, 1973).
j
Preliminary data (see Table 1) indicated that of the 
students administered the MAD scale, 118 students (60 
males, 58 females) scored in the middle range, 24 students 
(12 males, 12 females) scored as repressors (at least one 
standard deviation below the mean), and 29 students (13 
males, 16 females) scored as sensitizers (at least one 
standard deviation above the mean). Of the potential 
subjects, 8.337o (2/24) of the repressors and 13.797o (4/29) 
of the sensitizers were eliminated because of inadequate
10
reading levels^. Furthermore, while not one of the re­
pressors had to be eliminated because of a non-intact home, 
17.247, (5/29) of the potential sensitizer subjects had to be 
dropped for this reason . Of the middle group, 13.567* (16/118) 
came from non-intact families. Consequently, only 8.33% of 
the potential repressor subjects had to be dropped, as .com­
pared with 31.03% of the possible sensitizer subjects. Of 
the remaining respondents, sixteen repressors and sixteen sensi­
tizers were randomly selected for further consideration. Each 
group was composed of an equal number of males and females.
Procedure
After the students had been administered the MAD scale 
and the repressors and sensitizers identified, a telephone 
call was placed to the parents of the 32 subjects selected 
for study, and a home visit arranged at the familyrs con­
venience. During this conversation it was stressed that
1
The Reading Clinic of the University of Nebraska at Omaha 
has established that the MAD scale has a reading level of 7.1 
(S. Sherrets, unpublished thesis proposal).
2
An intact home was defined as one in which the mother 
and father either are the natural parents of the child, or 
are the adoptive parents and have raised the child since he 
was less than one year of age. It should be noted that 
only one of the subjects was, in fact, adopted.
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both parents and their eighth grade child needed to be 
present for the home visit.
At the time of the home visit, the child was asked to 
engage twice in a block stacking task, once with the mother 
and once with the father. Order of participation for the 
parents was randomized across the four groups (male re­
pressors, female repressors, male sensitizers, and female 
sensitizers). Both parent and child were asked to estimate 
independently how many blocks the child could stack while 
blindfolded and using the unpreferred hand. Parents and 
children were informed that the average number of blocks 
an eighth grader could stack was eight (Jackson, unpublished 
manuscript), and that there were 22 blocks in all. They 
subsequently were asked to come to a mutual agreement on 
the estimated number of blocks the child could stack.
These estimates were recorded independently by parent and 
child on the TTPrivate Goal-Setting Sheet” (see Appendix C), 
and by the experimenter on the TTInterviewerT s Form of the 
Goal-Setting Sheet” (see Appendix D). The child was 
blindfolded and instructed to stack as many blocks as 
he/she could using the unpreferred hand. The parent was 
told that he/she could help the child in any way except 
to stack the blocks for him. The verbal interaction
12
between parent and child was recorded on a tape recorder 
and later analyzed for content (number of directive state­
ments, number of encouraging statements, etc.). The content 
analyses were recorded on two forms, the "Goal-Setting 
Interaction Form" (see Appendix E) and the "Task Interaction 
Form for Block-Stacking" (see Appendix F).
The child then was asked to complete a form entitled 
"Family Life" (adapted from the Parent-Child Relationship 
Questionnaire, PCRQ, Harvey & Felknor, 1969; see Appendix 
G). At this time also each parent separately and indepen­
dently completed a questionnaire called "Childrearing" 
(adapted from the Hereford Parent Interview, 1963, and the 
PCRQ, Harvey & Felknor, 1969; see Appendix H). After these 
forms had been completed, the parents were administered the 
MAD scale.
At the conclusion of the study, the subjects who par­
ticipated in the research were sent a letter describing 
the general results of the project (see Appendix I). 
Furthermore, this letter informed the parents of a meeting 
to be held during which questions would be answered re­
garding all portions of the study. An announcement of 
this meeting also was made at Arbor Heights School, 
inviting all interested faculty members and students to
13
attend. In addition, any participant wishing to receive 
specific test results with regard to his/her family was 
sent a letter containing the information requested (see 
Appendix J).
Analysis of the Data
In order to study the relationship between parents1 
R-S levels, child’s R-S level, and sex of child, the data 
collected from the MAD scale were analyzed in a 2 (R-S 
score of child) x 2 (sex of child) x 2 (sex of parent) 
factorial analysis of variance. In an attempt to under­
stand how the child perceives such factors as degree and 
type of punishment used by each parent and amount of con­
sistency and agreement between parents, the individual items 
from the form entitled "Family Life" were analyzed using 
a series of 2 (R-S score of child) x 2 (sex of child) x 2 
(sex of parent) factorial analyses of variance. Where 
appropriate, a repeated measures analysis was used. In 
order to understand the relationship between parental 
attitudes toward childrearing and childrearing techniques 
utilized, the information from the questionnaire called 
"Childrearing" was analyzed using a series of 2 (R-S score 
of child) x 2 (sex of child) x 2 (sex of parent) analyses
14
of variance and binomial tests (2-tailed), wherever each 
technique was appropriate. Because the "Chilc.rearing" 
questionnaire was completed by a small sample (N = 8 for 
each group), and included multiple alternatives for the 
majority of items, the chances for finding significance 
were greatly reduced. Consequently, a probability level 
of .15 was considered to be worthy of mention. The data 
collected from the block-stacking task were analyzed 
according to a procedure developed by Jackson (1969). 
According to this procedure the content of the verbal 
interaction between parent and child was analyzed 
with respect to type of verbal action engaged in by the 
pair. The verbal acts included affect (positive vs. 
negative), control of pairTs decision-making process 
(initiation vs. decision), help-giving (indirect aid vs. 
specific direction), and "other" statements (speaking to 
the interviewer, indistinguishable meaning, etc.). For 
a more complete description of the content analytic system 
of categories used with this task, see Appendix K. It 
should be noted that since some children were able to stack 
more blocks than others, the number of each type of verbal 
act engaged in was divided by the total number of blocks 
stacked by the child. This procedure yielded a number-of-
15
statements-per-block ratio which was more amenable to 
between-subject comparisons. A 2 (R-S score of child) x 
2 (sex of child) x 2 (sex of parent) factorial analysis 
of variance was used to investigate the differences be­
tween parents on this task.
Results
ParentsT MAD Scores
The 2 x 2  x 2 factorial analysis of variance dealing 
with the MAD scores of parents and children yielded two 
significant results: The main effect for sex of child was
significant (F = 7.90, d f = 1/56, p < . 01; see Table 2), 
indicating that parents of eighth grade girls (X = 14.81) 
scored higher on the R-S dimension than did parents of 
eighth grade boys (X = 10.38). The latter tended more toward 
repression than the former, therefore. Secondly, the main 
effect for sex of parent was significant (F = 9.10, df = 1/56, 
p < . 01 T  see Table 2) , showing that mothers (X =14.97) 
scored higher on the R-S dimension than did fathers (X = 
10.22). Neither the main effect for R-S score of child 
nor any of the interaction effects was statistically sig­
nificant .
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"Family Life"
The questionnaire called "Family Life", completed by 
the eighth grade students, expressing their perceptions 
of life at home, provided the following results:
Fairness of punishment. The main effect for R-S score 
of child was significant (F = 14.0, df = 1/28, p<c.01;.see 
Table 3), indicating that repressors considered the pun­
ishment received from their parents to be more fair than 
did sensitizers. Both the main effects for sex of child 
and sex of parent were not significant. Furthermore, none 
of the interactions was statistically significant.
Intimacy of the relationship between parents and child. 
While none of the main effects was significant, the inter­
action between R-S score of child and sex of parent was 
significant (F = 9.33, df = 1/28, p< .01; see Table 4). A 
simple effects analysis showed that mothers of sensitizers 
got along better with their child than did fathers of 
sensitizers (F = 6.71, df =1/28, p-^.05). Since mothers 
tend to manifest more anxiety than do fathers (see Table 2), 
it seems logical that mothers might have more in common 
with high-anxious children. Although the interaction of 
sex of child and sex of parent also was significant (F = 
30.48, df = 1/28, p< .001), the differences between cell
17
means were minimal; the significance indicated therefore 
is attributed mainly to the small size of the within- 
subjects error term.
Disagreements concerning parents1 evaluations of the 
child’s behavior. The main effect for sex of child was 
significant (F = 10.30, df = 1/28, p <£. . 01; see Table 5), 
indicating that boys felt their parents disagreed in their 
evaluations of the child’s behavior more often than did 
the parents of girls. While neither the main effect for 
R-S score of child nor the interaction effect was statis­
tically significant, the latter approached significance 
(F — 4.02, df = 1/28, p-<.10; see Table 5) and was con­
sistent with prediction. The simple main effects yielded 
the following significant results: Parents of male re-
j
pressors disagreed in their evaluation of the child’s 
behavior more often than did parents of female repressors 
(F = 13.59, df = 1/28, p<.01). There was no significant 
difference between the parents of male and female sensi­
tizers, though the trend was in the same direction. One 
explanation for this finding is that the traditional roles 
outlined for girls in general are more limited than those 
for boys; consequently, it may be easier for parents to 
agree when a girl has stepped outside her domain than
18
when a boy has done so. Contrary to expectation, however, 
parents of male repressors disagreed in their evaluation 
of their childTs behavior more often than did parents of 
male sensitizers (F = 6.51, df = 1/28, p-<.05). There 
was no difference between the parents of female repressors 
and sensitizers. Parents may have no trouble agreeing in 
their evaulations of their daughter’s behavior, whether 
she scores as a repressor.or as a sensitizer, because 
according to tradition it is appropriate for her to act in 
an emotional and sensitive manner. Furthermore, the parents 
of male sensitizers may have no problem agreeing that their 
sons’ behaviors are inappropriate. However, the different 
behaviors of male repressors may not fall into such a 
distinct category, and therefore may be interpreted dif­
ferently by each parent.
Disagreements concerning the parents’ wavs of dealing 
with the child. In accordance with prediction, the main 
effect for R-S score of child was significant (F = 8.28, 
df = 1/28, p< .01; see Table 6), indicating that sensi­
tizers felt that their parents disagreed on how to deal 
with them more often than did repressors. Neither the 
main effect for sex of child nor the interaction effect 
was significant.
19
Disagreements concerning the parents1 goals or plans 
for the child. No significant differences were found 
(see Table 7).
Frequency of motherTs support for fatherTs position.
None of the effects proved significant (see Table 8).
Frequency of fatherTs support for motherTs position.
No significant differences were found (see Table 9).
Strictness of parents. The main effect for R-S score 
of child was not statistically significant. The main effect 
for sex of parent was significant (F =11.10, df = 1/28, 
p^  .01; see Table 10), indicating that the eighth grade 
students viewed their fathers as being more strict than 
their mothers. The three factor interaction also was 
significant (F = 11.08, df = 1./28, ■ p <■ . 01; see Table 10).
The Newman-Keuls test indicated that female repressors 
viewed their mothers as being the least strict, signifi­
cantly less strict than they viewed their fathers (p-^.01) 
and than male repressors saw their parents (p<.01). Male 
repressors did not differentiate between the relative 
strictness of each parent. Male sensitizers indicated that 
their fathers were significantly more strict than their 
mothers (p<.01). Male sensitizersr fathers also were 
pictured as being significantly more strict than the
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parents of female sensitizers (p«£ .01). There was no 
significant difference between the parents of female sensi­
tizers .
Frequency of parents1 control over childTs life. For 
this analysis, only the interaction of sex of child x sex 
of parent was significant (F = 36.04, df = 1/28, p .001; 
see Table 11). The simple main effects analysis showed 
that boys felt that their mothers tried to control their 
lives more often than did their fathers (F = 23.53, df = 
1/28, p<.001), whereas girls felt that their fathers 
tried to control their lives more often than did their 
mothers (F = 13.24, df = 1/28, p^.01).
Amount of freedom and independence allowed the child.
The main effect for sex of child was significant (F = 22.24, 
df = 1/28, p <.001; see Table 12), indicating that girls 
felt that their parents allowed them to be significantly 
more free and independent than did boys. Neither the 
main effects for R-S score of child and sex of parent nor 
any of the interaction effects proved to be significant.
Frequency of parentsT concern about TTwhat others will 
think". The main effect for R-S score of child approached 
significance (F = 3.66, df = 1/28, p<..lQ; see Table 13) 
and was consistent with prediction, indicating that sensi­
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tizers, as compared to repressors, tended to feel that 
their parents showed more concern about other people's 
reactions to their childTs behavior. Neither the main 
effect for sex of child, nor that for sex of parent, 
was significant. However, the interaction of these 
factors was significant (F = 6.67, df .= 1/28, p .05; 
see Table 13). The simple main effects analysis indi- 
cated that mothers of girls showed concern about "what 
others will think” more often than did fathers of girls 
(F'= 8.06, df = 1/28, p<.01). The difference between 
mothers and fathers of boys was not significant.
Frequency of the parentsT suggestions that the childTs 
behavior reflects on the family reputation. In accordance 
with prediction, the main effect for R-S score of child 
was significant (F = 5.78, df = 1/28, p .05; see Table 
14), indicating that sensitizers felt that their parents 
made them aware that their behavior reflected on the 
family reputation more often than did repressors. The 
main effect for sex of child also was significant (F = 
4.29, df = 1/28, p < .05; see Table 14), demonstrating 
that boys felt that their parents reminded them that 
their behavior had an impact on the family reputation 
more often than did girls. The latter finding may be
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explained in terms of the son "carrying on the family 
name." The interaction of these factors was not signifi­
cant. The main effect for sex of parent (F = 3.17, df = 
1/28, p<.10; see Table 14) and the interaction of sex of 
parent x R-S score of child (F = 3.19, df = 1/28, pc.10; 
see Table 14) approached significance. The simple main 
effects of the interaction provided the following signifi­
cant results: Mothers of sensitizers made their children
aware that their behavior reflected on the family reputa­
tion more often than did mothers of repressors (F = 7.53, 
df = 1/28, p<.05) and more often than did fathers of sensi­
tizers (F = 6.36, df = 1/28, p-^.05). The interaction of 
sex of child x sex of parent was not significant.
Frequency of parents1 comparisons of the childTs 
behavior with that of his/her siblings. The only signi­
ficant effect in this analysis was the interaction between 
R-S score of child and sex of parent (F = 8.54, df = 1/28, 
p <..01; see Table 15). The simple main effects for this 
interaction provided one significant finding: Sensitizers
felt that their mothers compared their behavior with that 
of their siblings more often than did their fathers (F = 
10.93, df ™ 1/28, p*£.01). There was no significant dif­
ference for repressors.
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Frequency of punishment. Contrary to expectation, the 
main effect for R-*S score of child did not prove to be 
significant. Likewise, neither the main effect for sex of 
child nor for sex of parent was significant. Only one of 
the interactions was significant (sex of child x sex of 
parent, F = 8.92, df = 1/28, p <.01; see Table 16). The 
simple main effects for this interaction provided one 
significant finding: Boys felt that they were punished
more often by their fathers than by their mothers (F = 7.94, 
df = 1/28, p <  .01).
Frequency of parents T expressions of approval or praise 
toward the child. Only one of the main effects, that for 
sex of parent, proved significant (F = 5.80, df = 1/28, 
p -c.05; see Table 17). Furthermore, only one of the 
interaction effects, that for sex of child x sex of parent, 
was significant (F = 5.81, df = 1/28, p*t.05; see Table 17). 
The simple main effects for this interaction indicated that 
girls felt that their mothers expressed approval or praise 
toward them more often than did their fathers (F — 11.61, 
df = 1/28, p< .01).
Frequency of parents’ expressions of warmth, love, or 
affection toward the child. Again, as with the analysis 
for parents’ expressions of approval or praise toward the
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child, only the interaction effect for sex of child x sex 
of parent was found to be significant (F =8.39, df = 1/28, 
p <.01; see Table 18). The simple main effects indicated, 
again, that girls felt their mothers expressed a feeling of 
warmth, love, or affection toward them more often than did 
their fathers (F = 11.67, df = 1/28, p< .01).
Frequency of the child!s feeling of comfort in discussing 
his/her problems with the parents. The only significant 
main effect for this analysis was that for sex of parent 
(F = 13.96, df = 1/28, p^ .01; see Table 19). As with the 
previous two analyses, the only significant interaction was 
that between sex of child and sex of parent (F = 8.92, df = 
1/28, .01; see Table 19). The simple main effects showed
that girls felt more comfortable discussing their problems 
with their mothers than with their fathers (F = 22.61, df =
1/28, p^.001).
Type of punishment used bv parents. No significant 
differences were found, contrary to expectation.
TTChildrearingTT
The questionnaire called TTchildrearingTT, which was 
completed by the parents, yielded the following trends and 
significant results: Parents of repressors tended to feel
that the difficulties they had in childrearing were "present
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in all families, widespread" more often than did parents of 
sensitizers (p = .15). Furthermore, mothers of repressors 
indicated that "there has been no problem" in raising their 
eighth grader more often than did mothers of sensitizers 
(p = .07), though mothers of repressors did worry about 
"coping with adolescence in general" more often than did 
fathers of repressors (p = .06). Parents of repressors 
also tended to consider obedience to be an ideal charac- 
teristic of a junior high school age child more often than 
did parents of sensitizers (p = .15). Contrary to expecta­
tion, however, parents of repressors reported that they 
punished their children more often than did parents of sensi­
tizers (F = 4.34, df = 1/56, p-^.05; see Table 20). One 
explanation for these apparently contradictory findings is 
that parents of repressors may feel that they have no major 
problems in raising their children as long as these children 
obey. Once the child oversteps these bounds, however, he 
is punished. In other words, there may be clearly delineated 
limits established for the child who scores as a repressor, 
and the child is free to follow his own wishes within these 
limits, but once these bounds are transgressed, punishment 
can be expected to follow. Since the sensitizer may not 
have such explicitly defined limits, he may feel that his
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parents are less strict (see Table 10), yet he may not 
feel "free and independent" because he never is sure just 
what is allowed and what is punishable. Finally, parents 
of repressors tended to attribute their effectiveness as 
parents to "experience, practice" more often than did 
parents of sensitizers (p = .15).
Parents of sensitizers have consulted0teachers or 
other school personnel about raising their eighth grader 
more often than have parents of repressors (p = .01). This 
finding was accounted for primarily by fathers (p = .008). 
Parents of sensitizers also worried about "coping with 
adolescence in general" more often than did parents of 
repressors (p = .10). Again, this result was due primarily 
to fathers (p = .03). Finally, parents of sensitizers 
felt the mother was involved in family troubles more often 
than did parents of repressors (p = .03).
Fathers of sensitizers indicated a feeling of inade-t
quacy as a parent more often than did fathers of repressors 
(p = .12), and attributed this feeling to not being able 
to "reach" their child more often than did mothers'of 
sensitizers (p = .06). Mothers of sensitizers indicated 
they tended to punish their children for "insolence, talk­
ing back" more often than did mothers of repressors (p =
27
.12).
Interestingly, parents felt they had a more intimate- 
relationship with sensitizing sons than repressing sons 
(F = 9.75, df = 1/56, p<.01; see Table 21), and with sensi­
tizing sons than sensitizing daughters (F = 6.54, df = 1/56, 
p-^.05; see Table 21). It is possible that a well-adjusted 
son (repressor) requires less attention and direction than 
a sensitizing son; consequently, the latter has more con­
tact with his parents. Furthermore, a sensitizing son may 
receive more attention from his parents because he is not 
living up to cultural expectations, while a sensitizing 
daughter may be fulfilling her traditional cultural role; 
i.e., sons are not supposed to show signs of emotionality 
and sensitivity, while daughters are. Such sons may 
receive more attention from their parents, even though 
this attention may not be positive -- Ttthe-squeaky-wheel- 
gets-the-greaseT hypothesis.
Block-Stackins Task■ ■II—,. . . - —— ' <.%j> '     I
The block-stacking task, which was intended to corrobor­
ate the findings obtained from the self-report techniques, 
provided the following results:
Number of blocks estimated by parents. In accordance 
with prediction, the main effect for R-S score of child was
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significant (F = 5.24, df = 1/56, p < .05; see Table 22), 
indicating that parents of repressors (X = 12.78) estimated 
that their children could stack more blocks than did parents 
of sensitizers (X = 11.03). Neither the main effect for 
sex of child, nor any of the interactions was significant.
The main effect for sex of parent was significant (F =5.62, 
df =1/56, p c .05; see Table 22), indicating that fathers 
(X = 12.81) estimated that their child could stack more 
blocks than did mothers (X = 11.0).
Number of blocks estimated bv child. Only the main 
effect for sex of child was significant in this analysis 
(F = 5.26, df = 1/28, p<.05; see Table 23). However, 
the interaction between R-S score and sex of child approached 
significance (F = 3.73, df = 1/28, p^c.10; see Table 23).
The simple main effects for this interaction provided the 
following result: While male and female children who scored
as repressors estimated that they could stack an average 
number of blocks (for girls, X = 9.38; for boys, X = 9.75), 
sensitizing boys (X = 11.5) estimated well above average, 
and sensitizing girls (X = 7.13) estimated well below aver­
age. The difference in estimates between male and female 
sensitizers was significant (F = 8.92, df ~ 1/56, p . 01; 
see Table 23).
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Number of blocks stacked by child. Only one effect, 
that for R-S score of child, was significant in this analy­
sis (F = 6.65, df = 1/56, p < . 05 ; see Table 24). This 
finding demonstrates that repressors (X = 20.84) stacked 
more blocks than stacked by sensitizers (X = 18.38), con­
firming their parents1 expectations.
Content analyses of the verbal interactions between 
parents and child. Three analyses of variance were com­
puted for the goal-setting interaction between parent and 
child: (1) the percentage of the parent’s decision-making
behavior in relation to the total number of statements re­
corded, (2) the number of statements made by the parent 
expressed as a proportion of the total number of statements 
made by the pair, and (3) a measure of engagement between 
the pair, which was expressed as the total number of 
statements made by the pair. Neither the main effects, 
nor any of the interaction effects, proved to be signi­
ficant for any of these analyses (see Tables 25, 26, and 
27).
Similarly, three analyses of variance were computed for 
the task interaction between parent and child: (1) the
amount of indirect aid given by the parent per block stacked 
by the child, (2) the number of specific directive state-
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meats made by the pareat per block stacked by the child, 
and (3) the number of positive affective statements made 
by the parent per block stacked by the child. There were 
no significant effects for either of the former two analyses 
(see Tables 28 and 29). While none of the main effects 
was significant in the latter analysis, the interaction 
between R-S score of child and sex of child proved to be 
significant (F = 5.38, df = 1/56, p^.05; see Table 30).
The simple main effects for this interaction provided one 
significant result: The number of positive affective
statements made by the parents of repressors differed 
significantly as a function of the sex of child (F =
6.61, df = 1/56, p-^.05). Male repressors (X = 4.38) 
received the most praise overall, whereas female repressors 
(X — 1.98) received the least praise per block of the four 
subject groups (for female sensitizers, X = 2.18; for male 
sensitizers, X = 2.61). It is possible that boys receive 
more praise on tasks like the block-stacking game because 
such tasks are achievement-oriented. Block (1973) has 
reported, for example, that even for pre-school children 
significant parental differences as a function of the sex 
of the child have been found (p<^.05), indicating that 
parents of boys are more concerned with task-oriented
31
achievement than are parents of girls. Block (1973) also 
has reported that, fcr women, there is a significant TTneg­
ative association between occupational commitment and 
socialization, indicating that fewer women in the highly 
socialized groups sought employment in their adult yearsTt 
(p. 525). Thus, highly-socialized females (repressors) may 
be actively discouraged from participating in achievement- 
oriented tasks by being given less praise for participation.
Discuss ion
When all of the findings are considered together, it 
seems clear’ that the-families of eighth grade repressors •
and sensitizers can be characterized by two relatively 
distinct pictures. Generalizing from these findings, the 
following descriptions of repressor and sensitizer families 
are proposed:
The eighth grade repressorTs family. The repressor’s 
family is characterized first and foremost by being intact; 
i.e., the child’s parents are neither separated nor 
divorced. Consistency is maintained between the parents on 
how to deal with their child. The family appears to be 
harmonious, though parents and child may not have an excep­
tionally intimate relationship. The parents’ expectations
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for the child are high, and tend to be confirmed, while 
the childTs expectations tend to be realistic, Parents 
tend to feel that they encounter few problems in child- 
rearing, and that those problems which do arise are wide­
spread, or common in all families. They tend to be strict, 
and to feel that obedience is an ideal characteristic of a 
junior high school age child. Children are permitted free­
dom and independence within the defined limits, but are 
punished when they overstep these bounds. When punishment 
is administered, children tend to feel that it is fair 
and justified. In the repressor's family praise occurs 
frequently for boys, but contrary to expectation, it occurs 
rarely for girls. Finally, parents of repressors tend to 
attribute their effectiveness as parents to experience 
and practice, rather than to love or parental feeling 
alone.
The eighth grade sensitizer's family. The sensitizer 
is much more likely to come from a broken home. Those 
sensitizer families which have remained together seem to 
be characterized by inconsistency, criticism and lack of 
definition of family rules. Father and child do not get 
along particularly well together, perhaps because the father 
tends to feel inadequate as a parent, questioning his
33
ability to "reach" his child.
In light of these findings, it seems fair to question 
the traditional notion that it is the mother who is the 
"culprit" in producing a high-anxious child (as claimed 
for example, by Adams 6c Sarason, 1963, and Meehl, 1962). 
Rather, these data suggest that both parents contribute to 
the maladaptive development of the child. The father 
appears to lack self-confidence in raising the child, 
resulting in aloofness or distance between the pair, while 
the mother tends to be overly critical. Both parents also 
tend to be inconsistent in their relationships with the 
child. Consequently, the child is provided with inappro­
priate models, both male and female.
While the differences between the families of eighth 
grade males and females were not part of the specific 
predictions of this study, significant differences were 
found. Generalizing from these results, the following 
descriptions of the families of eighth grade boys and 
girls are suggested:
The eighth grade bovTs family. The eighth grade boy 
perceives his family as being rather restrictive. He 
feels that his mother tries to control or regulate his 
life, and that she often reminds him that his behavior
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reflects on the family reputation. It is his father, 
however, who administers the punishment. The boy feels 
that his parents disagree in their evaluations of his 
behavior, but are consistent in allowing him relatively 
little freedom and independence.
The eighth grade girlTs family. The eighth grade . 
girl views her family in a better light. She feels that 
her parents agree in their evaluations of her behavior, 
and that she is allowed a considerable amount of freedom 
and independence. Restrictions are placed on her mostly 
by her father. While her mother tends to be concerned 
about other peopleTs reactions to her childTs behavior, 
she does express approval, praise, warmth, love, and 
affection toward her daughter more often than does the 
father. She also feels more comfortable discussing her 
problems with her mother than with her father. All things 
considered, therefore, it appears that the eighth grade 
girl feels considerably more content with her station in 
the family than does the eighth grade boy.
Conclus ions
The conclusions of this study are made with considera­
tion given to the following possible limitations: A rela-
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tively small sample (N = 32) was used, and subjects were 
selected from only one middle class school. Secondly, 
while the eighth graders used in this study had a minimum 
reading grade level of 7.1 (the minimum level required by 
the MAD scale), it is possible that they may not have had 
enough experience with the kinds of activities mentioned 
in the MAD scale to make accurate responses. Also, re­
sponses on all questionnaires (particularly those of the 
parents) may have been confounded by an attempt on the 
subjects7 part to make socially desirable responses.
Finally, by eliminating all non-intact families (one-parent 
families, step-parent families, etc.) potentially valuable 
and interesting information may have been lost.
In spite of the possible limitations cited above, a 
wealth of significant results was obtained in this study. 
The great number of significant results may be due in part 
to two important factors. First, repressors and sensitizers 
were subdivided into male and female groups, allowing for 
interactions between sex and R-S scale score. Secondly, 
both parents were included in this study. Particularly 
in the case of sensitizers, the input provided by fathers 
was extremely important, as was indicated by Davidson ct 
al. (1958).
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When all of the findings are examined together, it 
appears that ByrneTs (1964) conclusions are only partially 
confirmed. While repressors do, indeed, seem to experience 
a home atmosphere characterized by acceptance and confi­
dence, they do not seem to enjoy unlimited permissiveness. 
Limitations and rules seem to be clearly defined in the 
repressor’s home, though the child is granted independence 
to follow his wishes within the defined limits. Further­
more, while the sensitizer tends to experience a rejecting 
home atmosphere, his environment certainly is not restrictive 
in terms of rules and regulations. Rather, the home of 
the sensitizer seems to be characterized by inconsistency 
to such a degree that the child cannot predict outcomes 
for his behaviors.
Thus it appears that repression or sensitization in 
the child is related less to this personality variable in 
the parents than to the degree of consistency maintained 
in the home. This conclusion seems even more plausible 
when it is postulated that within the same family one child 
may score as a repressor while another child may score as 
a sensitizer. Therefore, the parents’ R-S scores could 
not logically be used to predict their children’s scores, 
while their attitudes toward the child might be used as 
valid predictors.
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Appendix J 
Family*.
■ L i s t e d  b e l o w  -are; t he. s e l f — c o n c e p t  s c o r e s  "-of the e i g h t h  
g m & r  a n d  e a c h  p a r e n t  . i n  y o u r  f a m i l y  * A s  y o u  r e a d  t h e  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  w h a t  e a c h  s c o r e  t e n d s  t o  tae&n9 p l e a s e  k s e p -  
.In m i n d  t h a t  t h e s e  r e s c r i p t  l e n s  a p p l y  t o  g r o u p  s_ 
r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  s p e c i f i c ^  i n d i v i d u a l s * .; C o n s 0 q u ^ n t 1 ^ ^ 1 l h i ^ S ,"* 
y o u  n a y  s c o r e  a s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  ' ( h i g h *  
m i l d l e s :cr' l o w )  o n  t h i s  o n e  p a p e r ~ a n d ^ p e n c 11 m e a s u r e » ■ y o u *  
a n d  o t h e r s  w h o  k n o w ' you* s a y  h a v e  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  k i n d  o f  p e r s o n  y o u  a r e * -  X h s  d e s c r i p t i o n s  
g i v e n  b e l o w  a r s  o n l y  g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s * • w h i c h .h a v e  b e e n  m a d e  
a f t e r .w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h o u s a n d s  of . p e r s o n s  w h o  h a v e  s c o r e d  i n  
t h e s e  d i s t i n c t  g r o u p s .
. e i g h t h  g r a d e r 5 s' s c o r e  
h o t h e r 5 s s c o r e  
Fathers .30-01*3
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  s c a r e s ?
O^XZz p e o p l e  w h o  s e o r a  i n  t h i s .r a n g e  g e n e r a l l y  t e n d  t o  
toe r e l a x e d * .  e m o t  l o n a l l y  - s t a b l e d  a n d  l o w ^ a r x i o u s u . T h e y  a r e  
c h a r a c t e r i s e d  b y  h a v i n g '  h i g h  S v u L f ^ e v n e e p t s ?  1 * e « e t h e y -  
t e n d -  to. .thiiik.--.-of... thnnao.Iin r.s a t  b e i r o  w e  LL**a&-3u a t  e d  a n d  h a p p y  * 
Whe n ,  c o n f r o n t e d  w i t h  t h r e a t e n i n g  s i t u a t i o n s 3 t h e y -  co*iiraovixy“ ""; 
s v e i d  o r  d e n y  t h e  t h r e a t  * t e n d i n g  t o  f e c i  t h a t  “ e v e r y t h i n g  
. w i l l  w o r k  o u t  f o r  t h e  'best**1 O p t i m i s m  i s  a  k e y  t r a i t  o f  
t h e e ? a  p e r s o n s .
13**35s M o s t  people s c o r e  I n  this m o d e r a t e  range* - which 
•It c h a r a c t e r i s e d , ,  ■ g e n e r a l l y j  b y  n o r m a l  a n x i e t y  i n  t h r e a t e n i n g  
situations* Sueh parsons nay deliberate e v e r y  a n x i e t y . 
p r o d u c i n g  s i t u a t i o n s ^  b u t  u s u a l l y ,  a r e  a b l e  t o  c o m e 't o  &
. sat. i s  f a c t o r y  s o l u t i o n *  T h e y  f e e l  t h a t  t h e i r  I x v t a s  a r e  a  
m i x t u r e  o f 'g o o d  a n d  b a d  t i m e s *  a n d  n a y  b o  c h a r a c t e r i s e d  b y  
t h e  t e r m  r e a l l & m *
3 6 - o y r  P a - o p X e -  w h o  * • b -q.g x &*.. .in- t.hl,a. range.,a£.t.e jspy t h i n k  o f  
.t h e e : s e l v e s  a s  b e i n g  h i g h - s t r u n g  a n d  n e r v o u s .  G e n e r a l l y P 
t h e y  a r e  c h a r a c t e r i s e d  b y  h a v i n g  r a t h e r  l o w  o p i n i o n s  o f  
t h e m s e l v e s  *.. and- t e n d  t o  r e a d i l y  a d m i t  a n x i e t y  i n  t h r e a t e n i n g  
s i t u a t i o n s , .  .P r o b l e m s  m a y  b e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e n  t o  r e s o l v e  
w i t h o u t  o o n s i d e r s ' b l a  a s 1 t h e r a t i o n *  L a c k  o f  s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e .  
s e s E . B  t c  b e  c h a r & c t e r i s t i c  o f  p e r s o n s  '.'scoring i n *  t h i s  r a n g e  *
y o t e s  I f *  f o r  a n y  r e a s o n -  y o u  s h o u l d  w i s h  t c  c o n t a c t  
m e  t o  a s k  f u r t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  a t s u h  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  a n d  
y o u r  f a m i l y f'$  .i n v o l v e m e n t  i n  i t *  p l e a s e  f e s l .  f r e e  t o  e-all 
sis at 3 3 3-01 9 »^
T h a n k  y o u *
65a
The
+X:
GIA:
Directs: 
-X:
Other:
I:
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Appendix K
System of Categories Used to Content Analyze 
Parent“Child Interaction
Expresses approval, gives love, comfort, affection.
Gives indirect aid; describes, but does not 
direct.
Gives specific directions, gives detailed in­
formation about how to do a task, or insists 
on a specific goal.
Expresses hostility, denigrates, makes sarcastic 
remarks.
Speaks to interviewer; makes statement of indis­
tinguishable meaning.
Initiates decision-making process by being first 
to present a choice for consideration, either 
specific or implied.
j
Makes a decision for the pair, or states a final 
goal for the task.
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Table 2
Differences Between the MAD Scores 
of the Parents of Eighth Grade 
Repressors and Sensitizers
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 0.031 3.10**
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.023 2.30
Sex of child (B) V 0 .079^ - . .
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.091 9.10**
A x B 1 0.003 ^  1
A x C 1 0.008 ^ 1
B x C 1 0.012 1.20
A x B x C 1 0.004 ^  1
Error 56 0.010
**p<.01
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Table 3
Childrens Perceptions of the Fairness 
of Punishment Received from Each Parent 
as a Function of Sex and R**S Score of the Child
---- — ----- ,-- - ----------
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 12.250 14.00**
Sex of cliild (B)' 1 0 . 250 .' ^T~-
A x B 1 2.250 2.57
Error between 28 0.875
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.063 1.00
A x C 1 0.062 1
B x G ! 0”. 06*2 - ^~1 ,
A x B x C 1 0.063 1.00
Error within 28 0.063
**p<.01
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Table 4
Children1s Perceptions o£ the Intimacy 
of the Relationship with Each Parent 
as a Function of Sex and R-S Score of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.763 ^ 1
Sex of child (B) r J.. ^ o3 ^ t
A x B i 1.892 ^1
Error between 28 2.864
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.015 ^ 1
A x C 1 0.392 9.33**
B x C 1 ■ 1-.-280.* 3 0 v 4B ^ -^*
A x B x C 1 0.140 3.33
Error within 28 0.042
**p -=•' .01
***p<-.001
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Table 5
Children's Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Parental Disagreements Concerning 
Evaluation of.the Child's Behavior 
as a Function of Sex and R-S Score of Child
— .-- -— ----- --- -- - ----- --------------------------------------------------------------------:--- - -------------------------- — ------- - - if
Source df MS F
Treatments 3 4.375 5.63**
R-S score of 
child (A)’ -1 - • JL •O**- . •. Kj v j k j 2737^' - -
Sex of child (B) 1 8.000 10.30**
A x B 1 3.125 4.02
Error 28 0.777
**p< .01
71
Table 6
ChildrenTs Perceptions of the Frequency of
Parental Disagreements Concerning
Ways of Dealing with the Child as a
, Function of Sex and R-S Score of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 3 3.542 2.90
R-S score of 
child C A) 1 TYY- 10 4* - - ■ JL vj . 4- &&&***-.-
Sex of child (B) 1 0.000 ^ 1
A x B 1 0.500 ^ 1
Error 28 1.223
**p< .01
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Table 7
Children's Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Parental Disagreements Concerning 
Goals or Plans for the Child as a Function
of Sex and R-S Score of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 3 0.583 1
R-S score of 
child (A) T , 0.500
Sex of child (B) 1 1.125 -^1
A x B 1 0.125 ^ 1
Error 28 1.509
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Table 8
Children1s Perceptions of the Frequency of 
the MotherTs Support for the Father*s Position 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 3 0.583
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 1.125 1.30
Sex of chiId ( B ) T- 0.500
A x B 1 0.125 1
Error 28 0.866
■i
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Table 9
ChildrenTs Perceptions of the Frequency of - 
the Father’s Support for the Mother’s Position 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
--
Treatments 3 0.615 ^ 1
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.782 ^-1
Sex of ’ chila (B)w 1 O '. 782 .. ^ 1 “
A x B 1 0.280
Error 28 1.165
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Table 10
ChildrenTs Perceptions of the Strictness 
of Each Parent as a Function
of R-3 Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 3.515 2.45
Sex of child (B) iJL. 0.390 ^ 1
A x  B 1 0.142 ^1
Error between 28 1.435
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 1.265 11.10—
A x C 1 0.142 1.25
B x C 1 0.142 1.25
A x B x C 1 1.263 11.08**
Error within 28 0.114
< .01
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Table 11
Children13 Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Each ParentTs Control Over the Child’s Life 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S Score of 
child (A) 1 0.250 1^
Sex of child (B) 1 0. 062  ^1
A x B 1 0.250 -c 1
Error between 28 3.103
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.062 <1
A x C 1 0.250 2.94
B x C 1 3.063 36.04***
A x B x C 1 0.250 2.94
Error within 28 0.085
***p < . 001
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Table 12
Children/s Perceptions of the 
Amount of Freedom and Independence Allowed 
by Each Parent as a Function
of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS
--s ~*
F
Between subjects
R-S score of 
c h i l d -  (■A)-
31
1 0.250 <*-!• ■ - •
Sex of child (B) 1 6.250 22.24***
A x B 1 0.562 2.00
Error between 28 0.281
Within subjects 
Sex of parent (C)
32
1 0.062 ^1
A x C 1 0.00 -^1
B x C 1 0.00 ^1
A x B x C 1 0.063 -^1
Error within 28 0.567
•k-k'k p < . 001
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Table 13
Children1s Perceptions of the Frequency of
Each ParentTs Concern About "What
Others Will Think” as a Function of
R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child .(A). .1 ,. a..,765...... 3.6 6
Sex of child (B) 1 0.015 ^  1
A x B 1 0.017 ^ 1
Error between 28 2.670
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.390 2.05
A x  C 1 0.142 ^ 1
B x C 1 1.267 6.67*
A x B x C 1 0.388 2 . 04
Error within 28 0.190
*p < . 05
7?
Table 14
ChildrenTs Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Each ParentTs Suggestions that the 
ChildTs Behavior Reflects on the Family Reputation 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A). r r3.T4a... 5778^'
Sex of child (B) 1 9.765 4.29*
A x B 1 2.642 1.16
Error between 28 2.275
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.390 3.17
A -x C L- 0.392 3.19
B x C 1 0.142 1.15
A x  B x C 1 0.139 1.13
Error within 28 0.123
*p < . 05
8 Q
Table 15
Children's Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Each Parent's Comparisons of the 
Child's Behavior with that of His/Her Siblings 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 9  9 < < n .. A. • JL.O
Sex of child (B) 1 5.063 2.62
A x  B 1 2.562 1.33
Error between 28 1.933
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.563 3.08
A x C 1 1.562 8.54**
B x C 1 0 . 0 0 0 < 1
A x B x C 1 0.751 4.10
Error within 28 0.183
**p <.01
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Table 16
Childrens Perceptions of the Frequency of
Punishment Administered by Each Parent
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS
.... — ---- 1*
F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.250 ^1
Sex of child.(B) ■ 0.250.. < 1- .
A x B 1 0.250 <1
Error between 28 1.054f
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.063 1.00
A x C 1 0. 062 <1
B x C 1 0.562 8.92**
A x B x C 1 0.063 1.00
Error within 28 0.063
**p <.01
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Table 17
Children’s Perceptions of the Frequency of
Each Parent’s Expressions of Approval or Praise
as a Function of R “S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.140 ^-1
Sex,., of child. (B). 1, 0.140 - ** 1.
A x B 1 0.017 ^ 1
Error between 28 1.632
i
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.765 5.80*
A x C 1 0.142 1.08
B x C 1 0.767 5.81*
A x B x C 1 0.138 1.06
Error within 28 0.132
*p < .05
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Table 18
Children’s Perceptions of the Frequency of
Each Parent’s Expressions of Warmth, Love, or Affection
as a Function of R-S Scote and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
R-S score of
child (A) 1 2.250 1.32
Sex- of child (Bl V 0.000 -
A x B 1 3.063 1.80
Error between 28 1.701
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.250 3.73
A x C 1 0.062 ^-1
B x C 1 0.562 8.39**
A x B x C 1 0.231 3.75
Error within 28 0.067
**p <.01
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Table 19
Children's Perceptions of the Frequency of 
Their Feelings of Comfort in Discussing 
Their Problems with Each Parent as a 
Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Between subjects 31
-
R-S score of 
child" (A) ; r . Z  J \J X ‘ ' ‘
Sex of child (B) l 0.063
A x B i 1.562 ^1
Error between 28 2.853
Within subjects 32
Sex of parent (C) 1 1.563 13.96**
A x C 1 0.062 -^1
B x C 1 0.999 8.92**
A x B x C 1 0.251 2.24
Error within 28 0.112
**p ^ .01
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Table 20
Parents’ Perceptions of the Frequency of
Punishing Their Child as a Function
of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 0.373 2 .12
Pv-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.765 4 . 3 4 *
Sex of child (B) TJ. U . 1M-U ^lr .....'
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.140 ^ 1
A x B 1 0.017 < 1
A x C 1 0.142 ^ 1
B x C 1 0 .014 <■1
A x B x C 1 1 .263 7 . 1 8 * *
Error 56 0.176.
*p .05
**p ^  . 01
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Table 21
ParentsT Perceptions of the Intimacy 
of the Relationship with Their Child 
as a Function of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 1.000 ro . U1 00
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.563 1.45
Sex of child (B) 1 0 . 053 I
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.563 1.45
A x B 1 4.000I- 10.31**
A x  C 1 0.249 ^1
B x C 1 1.000 2.58
A x  B x C 1 0.564 1.45
Error 5,6- 0.388
**p <.01
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Table 22
Parents’ Estimates of the Number of Rl.ocks 
the Child Could Stack as a Function 
of R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 19.955 2.14
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 48.997 5.24*
Sex of child (B) 1 9.000 ^ 1
Sex of parent (C) 1 52.562 5.62*
A x B 1 10.565 1.13
A x C 1 0.253 ^1
B x C 1 0.250 ^1
A x B x C 1 18.360 1.96
Error 56' 9-. 356“
*p c  .05
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Table 23
Children*s Estimates of the Number of Blocks 
They Could Stack as a Function of 
R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 3 25.875 3.02*
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.500 ^ 1
Sex of’ chi Id” 1 457125
*'cm•
■In
A x B 1 32.000 3.73
Error 28 8.580
*p-< . 05
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Table 24
Number of Blocks Stacked by Child 
as a Function of Sex of Parent 
and R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 18.675 1.27
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 97.515 6.65*
Sex of child (B) 1 5.640 ^ 1
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.140 ^.1
A x B 1 21.392 1.46
A x C 1 0.142 ^1
B x C 1 1.267 <1
A x B x C 1 4.513 ^ 1
Error 56' 14.654
* p . 05
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Table 25
Percentage of the Parents' Decision-making 
Behavior for the Block-stacking Task 
as a Function of R“S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 0.077 ..*■1
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.003 <cl
Sex of child (B) 1 07204 1.66
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.147 1.11
A x B 1 0.205 1.67
A x C 1 0.157 1.13
B x C 1 0.418 3.39
A x B x C 1 0.448 3.64
Error 56- 0vl23
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Table 26
Proportion of the Total Number of 
Statements Made by Each Parent 
as a Function of R~S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 0.012 1.00
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.001 1
Sex of child (B) 1 0.015 1.25
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.002 ^ 1
A x B 1 0.017 1.42
A x C 1 0.009 < 1
B x C 1 0.015
CM•
r—1
A x B x C 1 0.017 1.42
Error 56 0.012
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Table 27
Total Number of Statements 
Made Between Parent and Child as a Function 
of Sex of Parent and R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 54.105 ^1
R-S score of
child (A) 1 276.390 2.69
Sex of child 1 9 .765' -£'1
Sex of parent (C) 1 31.640 £-1
A x B 1 0.142 -^1
A x C 1 58.142 1^
B x C 1 1.892 -^1
A x B x C 1 0.763 £-1
Error 56* 1*02-; 76*1".
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Table 28
Amount of Indirect Aid Given by 
the Parent per Block Stacked by the Child 
as a Function of Sex of Parent 
and R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 0.860 <tl
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 3.206 1.95
Sex of child (B) 1 0.014
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.543 1
A x B 1 1.632 ^ 1
A x C 1 0.493 ^1
B x C 1 0.019 <•1
A x B x CT r o', rrr <cr
Error 56 1.643
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Table 29
Number of Specific Directive Statements 
Made by Each Parent as a Function 
R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
Treatments 7 13.477
r—1
o
*
1—I
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 17.529 1.31
Sex of child"'(:b )-.'■ 1 17.220 r . 29'.^
Sex of parent (c) 1 24.091 1.87
A x B 1 28.210 2.11
A x C 1 1.241 /I
B x C 1 1.241 ^1
A x B x C 1 4.815 -^1
Error 56 13.350
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Table 30
Number of Positive Affective Statements 
Made by Each Parent as a Function 
R-S Score and Sex of Child
Source df MS F
— o
Treatments 7 0.209 1.92
R-S score of 
child (A) 1 0.014 * 1
Sex of chilcT (B1) ' ti. OVIST"* 1.73
Sex of parent (C) 1 0.269 2.47
A x B 1 0.586 5'. 38*
A x C 1 0.007
B x C 1 0.245 2.25
A x B x C 1 0.150 1.38
Error 56- 0.1-09
*p * .05
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